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' The development of school integration programs-:
throughout the covntry has made possible a test of the hypothesis
that school integration enhances black achievement, aspirations,
self-esteen, race relations, and. opportunities for higher education.
The programs reviewed here have two important characteristics that

ABSTRACT

" ‘induced integration, and all use varying amounts of busing to

accomplish integration. Five reports on integration programs in-
Noxthern cities throughout the country are cited: (1) Project METCO,
Boston, Massachusetts; (2) White .Plains, New York; (3) ann Arbor,
Michigan; (4) Riverside, california; and, (5) Proiject Concern, ‘
Hartford and New Haven, Connecticut. To test the hypothesis, findings
are grouped under five major headings~-the effects of busing and
integration on: (1) academic achievement; (2) aspirations; (3)
self-concept; (4) race relations; ard (5) educational opportunities.

..Program support is also examined. In each rase, bused students are

compared with the control groups tc assess those changes that might
be uniquely associated with the effects of induced integration. The
implications of these findings for policy are then examined. Since
the data do not Support the hypothesis on most counts, the burden .
must fall upon those who support a giwven school integration program
to demonstrate that it has the intended effects--with no unintended,

' negative side-effects.  (Author/JM) . ] ‘ .
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The Evidence on Bﬁéing

DAVID J. ARMOR

¢

N

he legat basis of the national policy of integration—and of the
. school busing issue today—is the declaration of the Supreme
Court in 1954 that : .

to separate [black children] from others of similar age and qualifications, ..
solely because of their race gencrates a feeling of inferiority as to their’
status in the community that may affect their hearts and minds in a way
unlikely ever to be undone. '
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Few decisions of the Court have proveked so much cons?versy for so -
long, or have had so much impact on the way of life of o many per-:
sons, as the case of Brotwn v. the Board of Education of Topeka, where

_ this doctrine is stated. Policy makers have used it to restructure po-

litical, economic, and social institutions. Groups have rioted and states .
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p ”Rarely can an unapublished academic article have attracted as much -
J : attention an- publicity as has this analysis of busing. Professor
Armor, a sociologist who specializes in research methods and social
statistics, played a leading role in rescarch on the Boston METCO
- study, which was one of the earliest evaluations of the effecti: of bus-
“ing on black students. In this article-he reports the detailed findings
of that study plus those of several other comparable studies. While
his manuscript was being copy-edited in our office, its findings were
being “reported” in the national press (e.g., New Yok Times, Wash-
ington Post, Boston Globe), and they have even lizen denounced
publicly by critics who have ncver scen the results of the studies
themselues. We are publishing the full text of this academic article
—all the graphs, footnotes, and references are -included at the end
—hecause we think that, in so controversial a matter-as busing, it
is important to be as precise as possible, even at the risk of ped-
astry. Inevitably, findings such as those of Professor Armor give rise
noé only ta.public but also to sthelarly controversy. In our next issue
we shall print comments on Professor Armor's article by other scholars.
. —Editors. R - ’
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THE EVIDENCE ON BUSING “ 91
L have divided over actions, direct and indirect, that have flowed from
i this ruling. And social scientists have proudly let it stand as a premier
i axiom of their ficld—onc of the few examples of a social theory that
5 found its way into formal law.
: Few persons, perhaps, know of the role pla yed by the social sciences
l in helping to sustain the forces behind desegregation. It would be an
i exaggeration to say they are responsible for the busing dilemmas
~ facing so many communitics today, yet without the legitimacy pro-
vided by the hundreds of sociological and psychological studics it
would be hard to imaginc how the changes we are witnessing could
have happened so quickly. At cvery step—from the 1954 Supreme

Court ruling, to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, to the federal busing

orders of 1970—social scicnce research findings have been inextricably

interwoven with policy decisions. _ '

And yet, the relation bebween social science and public policy con-
tains a paradox in that the conditions for adequate research are often
not met until a policy is in effeet, while the policy itsclf often cannot ™ ‘ .
be justified until supported by the findings of scicnce. In consequence, - ' oo

~ the desire of scientists to affect society and the desire of policy makers
i . tobe supported by science often lead to a relation between the two
that may be more political than scientifie. Further, this can mean that
the later evaluation rescarch of a social action program may undo the
s very premises on which the action is based—as is the case somewhat
in the Coleman Report oa the effect of schools on achievement. There -
§ . arc obvious dangers for both social scicnce and public policy in this -
¢ ----  paradox. There is the danger that important and significant programs
- e —which may be desirable on moral grounds—mav be halted when
" scientific support is lacking or reveals uncxpected consequences; con-
versely, there is the danger that important rescarch may be stopped :
when the desired results are not forthcoming. The current controversy i
over the busing of schoolchildren to promote integration affords a {
prime example of this situation.

The policy model behind the Supreme Court’s 1954 reasoning—and :
behind the beliefs of the liberal public today—was based in part on , -
5 -social science research. put that research did not derive from the con-
ditions of induced racial integration as it is being carried out-today.

These earlier rescarch designs were “ex post facto"—i.c., comparisons .
were made between persons already integrated and individuals in . g
scgregated environments. Since the integration cxperience occurred -
before the studies, any infcrences abaut the effects of induced integra-

tion, based on such cvidence, have been speculative at best, With the 3
development of a variety of school integration programs across the 3
country there arose’the opportunity to conduct realistic tests of the
integration policy model that did not suffer this limitation. While it
may have other shortcomings, this rescarch suffers neither the artificial
constraints of the laboratory nor the causal ambiguity of the cross-
v scetional survey. The intent of this essay is to explore somie of this
\ o ~new rescarch and to interpret the findings. What we will do, first, is

. L tosketch the evolution of the social science model which became the
’ b basis of public policy, and then review a number of tests of this modcl
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as revealed in recent social science studies of induced school intcgra-
tion and busing,

The Integration Policy'Model: Stage I

“The integration model which is behind current public policy is
rooted in social science results dating back to before World War 11
The connections between segregation and inequality were por-
trayed by John Dollard (1937) and Gunnar Myrdal (1944) in the
first prestigious social science studies to show how prejudice, discrimi-
nation, scgregation, and incquality operated to keep the black man in
a subo-dinate status. Myrdal sunmarized this process in his famous
“vicious circle” postulate: White prejudice. in the form of belicfs about
the inferior status of the black race, leads to discrimination and seg-
regation in work, housing, and social relationships; discrimination
reinforces social and economic inequality; the resulting inferiority
circles back to solidify the white prejudice that started it all, The
vicious circle theory was the intcgration policy model in cmbryonic
form. ' '

Along with thesc broad sociological studies there also appeared a
number of psychological experiments which were to play a crucial
reie in the policy decisions. The most notable were the doll studics of
Kenneth and Mamie Clark (1947). They found that preschool black
children were much less likely than white children to prefer dolls of
their own'race. Though this tendency tapered offamong older children,
the Clarks concluded that racial awareness and identification occurred
at an early age and that the doll choices su ggested harmful and lasting

effects on black self-csteem and performan ce. Other studies contfirmed

these early findings (Proshansky and Newton, 1968; Porter, 1971,
These studies added a psychological dynamic to explain the operation

“of the vicious circle: Prejudice and segregation lead to feelings

of inferiority and an inability to succeed among the blacks; these
sustain inequality and further reinforce the initial white prej-
udice. In other words, scgregation leads to scrious psychological
damage o the black child; that damage is sufficient to inhibit the kind
of adult behavior which might cnable the black man to break the
circle. : :

How could the circle beei)rokcn? This question plagued a genera-
tion of social scientists in quest of a solution ‘0 America’s race prob-

lems. Of a number of studics appearing after.the war, two which -

focussed upon the effects of segregation and integration upon - white
racial attitudes had espccias impact. The first was a section of Samuel
Stouffer’s massivc research on the American soldier during Wor]d War
II (1949). Stouffer found that white soldiers in combat companics
with a black platoon were far more likely to accept the idea of f hting
side by side with black soldiers than were white soldiers in“non-
integrated companics. The second was the study by Morton Deutsch
and Mary Evans Collins (1951) of interracial housing. Comparing
residents of similar backgrounds in segregated and integrated public
housing projects, t}}ey found that whites in integrated housing were
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more likely to be fricndly with blacks, to endorse interracial living,
and to have positive attitudes towards blacks in general than were
whites living in the scgregated projeets. Though neither of these
studies could ascertain the belicfs of these individuals prior to jute--
- gration, neither author had reason to belicve that the integrated
whites diffcred from the segregated whites before the former’s cx-
perience with blacks. They concluded, therefore, that the positive
results were due to the cffect of interracial contact and not to prior -
positive belicf. ' o
“The culmination of this research war Gordon Allport’s influential
work, The Nature of Prejudice (1953). Using the work of Stouffer,
Deutsch and Collins, and others, heformulated what has comie to be
known as the “contact theory”:

Contacts that bring knowledge and acquaintance are likely to engender
sounder beliefs about minority groups. . . . Prejudice . . . may be reduced .
by equal status contact between majority and minority groups in the pur-
suit of common goals. The effect is greatly enhanced if this contact is
sanctioned by institutional supports (i.e., by law, custom, or local atmos-
=, phere), and if it is of a sort that leads to the perception of common
interests and common humanity betweer fuembers of the two groups.

The clear key to‘%reaking the vicious circle, then, was contact, By
establishing integraied environments for black and whitc, white prej-
-~ udice waild be reduced, diserimination would decline, and damaging
titects upon the black child’s feelings and behavior would be reduced,
While the Supreme Court based its 1954 decision upon the narrower
relationship between legally sanctioned segregation and psycho-
logical harm, it is clear that the modus operandi by which the damage
would stop is implied by the contact theory. With the 195 decision,

then, contact theory besame an officially sanctioned policy model, =~

and the Southern public school systems became prime targets for its
implementation. ) '

The Integration Policy Model: Stage If

& In the eyes of the Northemer, segregation had always been a South-
.em problem. The Supreme Court’s action at frst reinforced this belief,
since state-sanctioned school segregation was rare outside the South.
But events in the 1960’s changed this for good. While the modern civil
 rights movement began in the South, its zenith was rcached in the
March on Washington in the late summer of 1963. Organized to
dramatize the failure of court action to end scgregation in the South, -
the March brought together 250,000 persons in the most impressive
organized protest meeting in the history of the United States, and
showed Presideit Kennedy and the Congress the deep and massive
-support for anti-diserimination legislation.. :

The Congress answered this appeal by passing the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, the strongest such act since > the Reconstruction period.. The
Act included strong sanctions agaifst discrimination . in education,
eniployment, housing, and voting ( the last supplemented by the Vot-

y
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ing Rights Act of 1963), and whilc its thrust was still aimed at the:
~South, it also'set standards that could be used against de facto segr:-
gation in the North ( for example, the Title VI provisions directed the - , .
withholding of federal funds from localities which intentionally main- - |

; tain segregated schools—and this has recently been applied to the

city of Boston). Equally important, it set in motion a social scicnce

i study that was to have an immense impact upen public policy in the

' North as well as the South. As part of the Act, the Congress commis-

sioned the United States Office of Education to conduct a survey
“concerning the lack of cqual cducational opportunitics for indi-
. viduals by reason of race, color, religion, or national origin in public
educational institutions at all levels in the United States. . . .” Sociolo-
gist James Coleman was selected to head a team to design znd con-

; - duct the survey.. *

. { : The Colenan Report ,1966), as it has come to be known, contained

s ¢ " striking cvidence of the.extent of school scgregation not only in the

et e v South but in all parts of the country. While the South was more
Yoowo ; segregated than the North, fully 72 per cent of black first graders in
the urban North attended predominantly black schools. The rcport
also confirmed one of the basic assumptions of the Stage I moel:
that black students performed poorly compared to_white students.
Using results from a varicty of achievement tests, Coleman reported
that throughout all regions and all grade levels, black students ranged
from two to six years behind white students-in reading, verbal, and
mathematics performance. Equally, blackistudents were shown to
have lower aspirations, lower self-estecm about academic ability, and ~
a more fatalistic attitude about their ability to change their situation.

The Coleman study, however, also reported some findings that sur-

- -prisingly were not in accord with the early modcl. For onc thing, black  «
children werc already nearly as far behind white children in academie
performance in the first grade as they were in later grades. This raised
some question about whether schgol policie: alone could eliminate
black/white incqualities. Adding to the significance of this finding
were the facts that black and white schools could not be shown to
differ markedly in facilities or services, and that whatever diffcrences
there were could not be used to cxpliin the disparitics in black and
white student achievement. This led Coleman to conclude that

schools bring little influence to bear on a child’s achievement that is . 1
independent of his background and general social context; and this very - '
. lack of an independent effect raeans that the inequalities imposed on !
4 children by their home, neighborhood, and peer environment are carried :

©  along to hecome the inequalities [of their adult life].” ]

While the findings about scgregation and black/white differences
have been widely publicized and largely accepted, this concluding
aspect of Coleman’s findings has been ignored by educational policy
makers. Part of the reason may derive from the methodological con-
troversies which surrounded these findings (e.g., Bowles and Levin,
1968), but the moré likely and important reason is that the implica-
tions were devastating to the rationale of the educational establish-
. —~
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- ment in its heavy investment in school rehabilitative programs for the
culturally deprived; the connection Letween public policy and social
- science does have its limitations. ;
"~ Wemust retum to the policy makers one more time for an important
input into the final policy model. In 1965. President Johnson requested
the United States Commission on Civil Rights to conduct an investiga-
tion into the effccts of de facto segregation in the nation and to make
recommendations about how it might be remedied. He expressed
hope that the findings “may provide a basis for action not only by
the federal government but also by the states and lecal school boards
which bear the direct responsibility for assuring quality education.” -
The Commission recommendations, in its 1967 volume entitled Racial
Isolatian in the Public Schonlsy constitute the most compreliensive
policy-statcinent to date on the subject of school integration; it is the
policy, which is, indecd, being followed by many states and local
school boards throughout the country. ' %
Using data from the Coleman study and several other original -
studies prepared for the Comm:ission, the report concluded that

Negro children suffer serious harm when their education takes place in
public schools which are racially segregated, whatever the source of
such segregation may be. Negro children who attend predominantly
Negro schools do not achieve as well us other children, Negro and white.
Their aspirations are more restricted than those of other children and
they do not have as much confidence that.they can influence their own
futures. When they become adults, they are less likely to participate in
the mainstream of American society, and more likely to fear, dislike, and
3 avoid white Americans. The conclusions drawn by the U.S. Supreme T
{ . Court about the impact upon children of segregation compelled by law—
: that it “affects thejr hearts and minds in ways unlikely ever to be undone” “
—applies to segregation not compelled by law.

b To remedy this situation, the Commission recommended that the

. federal government establish a uniform standard for racial balance
' and provide ﬁnancial.‘gsiétancc to states that develop programs to
meet the standard. Thé Commission did not recommend « precise
. standard, but it did suggest that the standard be no higher than 50
per cent black in any single school. Likewisc, the Commission did not :
specifically recomnmend that busing be the method whereby integra- .
tion is accomplished. But the realities of residential segregation in
many cities thronghout the nation offered little alternative to the use
of busing if these integration standards were to be attained. .
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his, then, became the basis for the integration policy: model as

" : applied to public schools. While the implementation of racial
o ‘balance programs has differed from one locality to the next, the un-
derlying rationale of all these programs is similar to that first form-
ulated by the Supreme Court and extended by the Civil Rights Com-
mission. The full policy model may be summarized as follows: The
: starting point is white prejudice consisting of stercotyped beliefs
> _ about black-people. These beliefs lead to discriminatory behavior in
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employment, housing, schooling, and social rclationships in general.
Discrimination in tum leads to social and economic inequality on the
one hand, and segregation on the other hand. Incquality and segrega-
tion are mutually reinforcing conditions, reflectin g not only the judicial
doctrine that scparation is inherently unequal, but also the social re-
ality that scgregation of o deprived group can cut off channels and
nctworks that might be used to gain equality. Scgregation and in-
equality combine to cause psychological demage inchildren resulting
in lower achievement, lower aspirations, and less self-estcom. As
the child grows older, this damage leads, on the one hand, to further
sociai and cconomic incqualities in the form.of inadequate cducation
and inferior jobs and, on the other hand, to black alicnation, prejudice,
and hostility towards whites. This in turn leads to increased white
prejudice (the vicious circle) and a general polarization of race rela-
tions. Given these cause and effect relations, the elimination of scg-
regation in schooling should act as a countervailing force for black

students by increasing achicvement, raising aspirations, enhancing

sclf-estcem, reducing black/white prejudices and hostility, and cn-

~abling black students to find better cducational and occupational
opportunitics. It-then follows that social and economic inequali-
ties would be lessened and the vicious circle would be bent if not
broken,. BN .

It must be stressed that this model is construed from public policy.
While many of the causal rclationships assumed in the medel are,
indced, based on many years of scientific rescarch in psychology and
sociology, it is doubtful that any two specialists in the field of race
relations would agree on all of the components of the model. Ee that
as it may, it is morc to the point to stress that we are not setting out
to test the full model. We are specifically interested in those aspects
of the medel that postulate positive effects of school. integration
for black students; namely, that school integration enhances black
achievement, aspirations, self-esteem, race relations, and opportuni-
ties for higher education. We do net have data on the cffects of inte-
gration on adults, nor on the cffects of other types of integration, such
as neighborhood housing, employment, and other forms. More im-
portant, the school integration programs we rcview here have: two

_important characteristics in common that may limit generalizability.
#First, they arc examples of “induced” integration as opposed to

“natural” integration. Induced integration is brought about by the
decision of a state or local agency to initiate a school integration pro-
gram (sometimes voluntary, sometimes mandatory ), rather than by
the “natural” process whereby a black family makes an individual
decision to relocate in a predominantly whitc. community. Second,
all of these programs have had to use varying amounts of busing to
accomglish integration. This makes it difficult to scparate out the
potential cffects of busing, if any, from the integration cxpcricnee
per s¢. In other words, we will he assessiﬁ'g\the effects of induced
school integration vig-busing, and not necessarily the cffects of inte-
gration brought about by the voliitary actions of individual familics
that move to integrated neighborhoods. This is 8 mors limited focus,
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) yet induced integration, usually necessitating some amount of busing,
is preciscly the policy model that has been followed (or is being con-
sidered) in many communities throughout the country.

The Data ¢
Many of the cities which desegregated their schools to achieve a
racial bakince have conducted research programs to evaluate the
oulcoimes of desegregation. It is from these studies that we can derive
data to test the school and busing hypotheses steinming from the
integration policy model. Since the evaluations were conducted in-
dependently, the variables studied and thé research designs differ
from one study to the nest, and the quality of the research and the
reports varies considerably. Accordingly, we have been s@ctive
.choosing studics to include in our analysis. Qur choices N#e been
guided by two considerations: 1) A study must employ a longitudinal
tir.c-span design, with the same tests administered at different times
. during the integration cxpericnce so that actual changes can be
-assessed; and 2) a study must have a control group for comparison
with integrated black ‘students. The ideal control group, of course,
would consist of black students who are identical to the integrated
students in every way except for the integration experience. Since
such studies are rare, an “adequate” control group for our present
purposes is either a group of non-bused black students who are
reasonably comparable to the bused black students, or a group
of white students in the same school as the bused black students.
In the latter case, the ecffects of integration are revealed in the

changes in the black/white differential for the measure in jues-
tion.!

77" The data we will use can be classified into two parts. The first part T

consists of findings from a study of Boston’s METCO program, for
* whose research design, execution, and analysis we are partly respon-
sible (Walberg, 1969; Armor and Genova, 1970).* The data are more
complete and offer a anore thoroughgoing test of the policy model
than many other studies we have seen. The METCO prograin buses
black students of all age levels from Boston to predominantly white
middle-class schools in the suburbs. Approximately 1500 black stu-
dents and 28 suburban communities have participated since the
program began in 1966; tke study from which our data will be taken
covers the period from October 1968 to Muy 1970, The study used
a longitudinal design that called for achievement testing for all stu-
dents and a questionnaire for the junior and senior high students in
three waves: the first at the beginning of the. school year in October
1968; a sccond in M4y 1969; and a third in May 1970. (For a variely
of reasons, the achievement testing was not done for the third
wave.) The questionnaire covered several areas, including aca-
demic performance, aspirations and self-concept, relations with
and attitudes toward white students, and attitudes toward the
program. . .
The METCO study also included a small control group con
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of siblings of the bused students matched by sex and grade level.?
The fact that the siblings were from the same familics as the bused
students means that there is an automatic control for social class and
other tangible and intangible family factors. Since the high applica-
tion rate usnally prevented the busing program from taking more
than onc applicant per family, we had reason to believe that the con-
trol students would not differ substantially from_the bused stu-
dents along the important dimensions of ability, aspirations, and
so_ forth. This belief is confirmed by the findings presented in- the
next scetion.

In addition to the data for black students, therc are also data from
a singlé cross-scetional study done in the spring of 1969 to assess the
imnpact of the program on white sophomores in cight of the subur-
ban schools (Uscen, 1971 and 1972). We will cite some of the find-
ings from the Uscem study whenever such comparisons seem rele-
vant.

The second part of the data comes largely from reports on integra-

tion programs in four other Northern citics throughout the country.* *

In 1964, White Plains, New York, closed down onc racially imbal-
anced inner-city elementaryschool and began busing the children
to predominantly white inner-city schools; the study we cite covers
a two-year period from 1964 to 1966 (White Plains Public Schools,
1967). In Ann Arbor, Michigan, there was a similar pattern: A
racially imbalanced clementary school was closed in 1965 and the
students were bused to predominantly white schools; the séudy covers

a onc-year period with a threc-year follow-up (Carrigan, 1969). A

program in Riverside, California, followed a graduated program of
closing its racially imbalanced clementary schools and integrating

 its predominantly white séliools; the program began'in 1965 and the

study covers a five-year period (Purl and Dawson, 1970; Gerard and
Miller, 1971). The fourth program, Project Concém, is similar to

METCO. Elementary school children from two inner citics (Hart- -
Yford and New Haven, Conncciicut) are bused to suburban schools
m otmting towns; this program began in 1966—the studies

selected cover tyo years for Hartford (Mahan, 1968) and one year
for New Haved ¥Clinton, 1969). In addition to these five major
studics, we will also refer at certain points to studies of other inte-
gration programs that scem relevant. One such study is an cvaluation
of A Better Chance. (ABC), a“program which places -high-ability
black students in"white preparatory schools in the Northeast (Perry,
1972). This evaluation research used techniques and instruments
similar to those uscd in the METCO study; thercfore comparisons
with ABC may _l‘.)c- more valid than- comparisons with' some of the
other studies. .

To test the integration policy model we can group our findings
under five major headings—the cficcts of busing and intcgration on:
(1) academic achievement; |2) aspirations; (3) self-concept; (4)
race rclations; and (5) educational opportunitics. In addition, we
will examine a sixth area, program support. In cach casc, we shall:
compare bused students wii: the control groups ta’ assess these
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T | 7/ “changes that might be uniquely associated with the cffects of induced
b/ integration.
i '/
. /' Y\

J The Findings: Achievement '

A

None of the studics were able to demonstrate conclusively that
integration has had an cffect on academic achicvement as mecasurcd
by standardized tests. Given the results of the Coleman study and

experts may not be surprised at this finding. To date there is no
published report of any strictly educational reform which has been
proven substantially to affcct academic achievement; school integra-
tion programs are no execption. )

The changes in reading achievement for clementary and sceondary
students in the METCO program are shown in Figures 1 and 2.* For
the elementary students, the grade-cquivalent gains for bused third
and-fourth graders after one year arc somewhat greater than those
for the control group (.4 to .3), but this is not a statistically significant
A diffcrence. For grades 5 and 6 the situation is reversed; the control

' group outgained the bused group (.7 and .5), but again the differ-
ence is not significant. We can sce that the control group is somewhat
higher initially for both gradc levels, but this difference, too, is not
significant.® - SR

, In the case of high school students, the bused group scorcs some-
i what higher than the coutrol groups initially (but not significantly
; s0).” Nonctheless, the gain scores present no particular pattem. While
: the bused junior high students increased their grade-cquivalent score
from 7.5 to 7.7, the control group improved from 7.4 to 7.5; the bused
gain is not significantly different from that for the control group. For
scnior high students the cffcet is reversed; the control students gain
_more than the bused students (9 percentile points compared to 4
points ), but again the-gains are not statistically significant for either
group. . : .
. The'results for reading achievement are substantially repeated in
a tost of arithmetic skills; the bused students showed no significant
gains in arithmctic skills compared to the control group, and there
were no particular patterns in evidence. g
~ The White Plains, Ann Arbor, and Riverside studics also found no
significant changes in achievement level for bused students in the
elementary grades when comparisons were made with control groups.
Although the White Plains report did show some achievement gains
" among the bused students, these were not significantly different,
statistically, from gain scorcs of inner-city black students in 1960.
- Moreover, When comparisons were made with white students in the
integrated schools, the black/white achievement gap did not diminish
during the period of the study. The Ann Arbor study compared bused
‘black student gains to white gains and to black student gains in a
half-black school® The buscd students did not- gain significantly
more than the black control group, nor did their gains dimiinish the
blatk/white gap in the integrated schools. On the contrary, a follow-

other cvaluations of remedial programs (e.g., Head Start), many .
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up done thrce years later showed that the integrated black students
were even further behind the white students than before the integra-
tion project began.® The Riverside study compared minority students
| (black and Mexican-American) who had been integrated for differ-
‘ing number of years with the city-wide mean (which consisted of

; about 85 per cent white students). The minority/whitc gap had

not diminished for fourth graders who had been integrated since
kindergarten; the gap in 1970 was as great as it was in 1965 when
the program began ' (Purl and*Dawson, 1971). Similar results oc-
curred for minority/pupils at other grade levels with diffcring num-
bers of years in the integration program. ‘

Studies in the fifth program, Project Concern, showesd mived re-
sults. A study of the Hartford students compared bused black stu-
dents who received special supportive assistance with non-bused
inner-city black students (Mahan, 19683). (Although two separate
one-year periods were covered, problems with missing data allow
valid comparisons for only onc full acadcrnic vear, fall 1967 to spring
1968). The buscd students showed significant IQ gains only in grades
two and three; the gains in kindergarten and grades onc, four, and
five were cither insigaificant or, in two cascs, favored the control
group. In a study of Ncw‘Hﬁ%n students, sccond and third grade
students were randomly assigned-to bused and non-buscd conditions
and werc given reading, language, and arithmetic tests in October
1967 (when the busing began) and again in April 1968 (Clinton,
1969). Of the six comparisons possible (three tests and two grades),
only two showed significant diffcrences favoring the bused students, 10

While none of these studies are flawless, their consistency is strik-
ing: Morcover, their results are not so different from the results of
the massive cross-scetional studics, An cxtensive rcanalysis of the

. Coleman data s"iowed that over without controlling for social class

factors, “naturally” integrated (i, non-bused) black sixth-grade

groups were still one and one-half standard deviations behind white |

groups in the samc schools, compared to a national gap of -two
standard deviations ( Armor, 1972). This mcans that, assuming the
Coleman data to be correct, the Dest that integration could do would
be to move the average black group from the 2nd pereentile to the
7th percentile (on the white st:ale, where the Aaverage white group is
at the 50th percentile ). But the sociad class differences of intcgrated
black students in the Coleman study could easily cxplain a good deal
of even this small gain. Other investigators, after examining a num-
ber of studies, have come to similar conclusions (St. John, 19703,
While therc are no important gains for the METCO group’ in
standardized test scorcs, ihere were somne important differences in
school grades (Sec F ig. ** Even though the bused secondary school
students have somewhat nigher test scorcs than the control group,

the bused group was about half a grade-point behind the control -

group in 1969, and the bused students dropped even further behind
by 1970. The average coutrol student is able to maintain a grade
average at above a B— level in the central city, while the average
bused student in the suburbs is just above a C average. Although it is
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. A

not shown in the Figure, from the Uscem study we can estimate the
average white student academic grade average (i.c., excluding non-
academic courses—an cxclusion not made for the black students) at
about 2.45, or hetween a B— and C+- average.

Again, if we take into account the Coleman findings, we should
not be too surprised. Since black students of the same age are, on
average, behind white students in all parts of the country with respect
to academic aclievement, we should expect their grades to fall when
they are taken from the competition in an all-black school to the com-
petition in a predominantly white school. In addition, the bused stu-
dents may not be adequately prepared for this competition, at least

_ in terms of the higher standards that may be applicd in the suburban

schools. . = :
réul
WA

. !
Aspiration and Self-concept

In the METCO study we found that there were no increases \ja®

educational or aceupational aspiration levels for buscd students (sce
Figs. 4 and 5); on the contrary, there was a significant decline for
the bused students, from 74 per cent wanting a college degree in
1968 to 60 per cent by May 1970. The control panel actually increased
its college aspirations over the same period. but this is probably-not
a meaningful finding. (The cross-sectional data show a slight decline
for the control group in 1970; this cautions us about our interpreta-
tion). :

At the very least, we can conclude that the bused students do not
improve their aspirations for college. The same is true for occupa-

. tional aspirations, and in this case both the bused studenis and the
controls show a similar pattern. We should point out, however, that

the initial aspiration levels are already very high; Coleman found
that only 54 per cent of white twelfth graders in the urban North
aspired to college, and 53 per cent expected a professional or tech-
nical occupation. Thercfore, even the slight decline we have found
still leaves the bused students with relatively high aspirations com-
pared to a regional norm. Moreover, whken achievement is taken
into"account, black students actually have higher aspirations than
white students at similar levels of achievement ‘(Armor, 1967; Wil.
son, 1967). In this respect, some educators have hypothesized that
integration has a positive effect in lowering aspirations to more realis-
tic levels; of course, others would argue that any lowering of aspira-
tions is undesirable. However, we shall sec in 2 later section that the
METCO students were more likely to start college than the control
up.
Since the other cities in our review included}nl}' clementary stu-
dents, they do not provide data on regular edusational or occupa-
tional aspirations.’> But two of the stuc}jcs did examine a concept
closely related to aspirations—"motivation for achievement” Tie
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tern of high aspirations for black children’ in both the pre-and post-
integration periods. In addition, the Ann Arbor researchers concluded
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that the overly high aspiration of black boys may have been*lowered
by the integration cyperience. The Riverside study, on the other
hand, concluded that there were no significant changes in achicve-
ment motivation.

In theMETCO study we also found some important diffcrences
with respeet to academic sclf-coneept (Fig. 6). The students were

asked to rate how bright they were in comparison to their classmates.
While there were some changes in both the bused and control groups, -

the important differences are the gaps between the bused students
and contfals at cach time period. The smallest differenice is 15 per-
centage points in 1970 (11 points for the full cross-section ), with the
control students having the higher academic sclf-concept. Again, this
finding makes sense if we recall that the academic performance of
the bused students falls considerably when they move from the black

‘commaunity to the white suburbs. In rating their intellectual ability,
the bused students may simply be reflecting the harder competition
. .

_in suburban schools.

Both the Ann Arbor and Riverside studies made much more cx-
tensive inquiry into the realm of self-estecem of black children, al-
though there were no dircctly comparable data for our academic
self-concept measure. The Riverside study did report that, in a special
test, minority children (black and Mexican-American) tended to
choose white students more often than black students as “the [ones]
with gocd grades.” While we will not go into detail on the many
other measures used in these studics, we can summarize their findings
bricfly as follows: 1) Minority children do tend to have lower s-.f-
estccm before integration, particularly in the later clementary grades;
and 2} integration does not secm to affect the sclf-esteeny measures
inany clearly consistent or significant way.

Race Relations

One of the central sociological hypothescs in the integration policy
model is that integration should reduce racial stereotypes, increase
tolerance, and generally improve race relations. Needless to say, we
were quite surprised when our data failed to verify this axiom. Our
surpride was increased substantially when we discovered that, in fact,
the converse appears to be true. The data suggest that, under the
circumstances obtaining in these studies, integration heightens racial
identity and consciousness, enhances ideologies that promote racial
segregation, and reduces opportunitics for actual contact between

the races. :

There are several indicators from the METCO study that point to
these conclusions. The question which spcaks most dircetly to the
50 per cent racial balance standard suggested by the Civil Rights
Commission asked: “If you could be in any school you wanted, how
many students would be white?” Figure 7 reports the percentage
which responded in favor of 50 per cent or fewer white students,
While both the control and the bused students started out fairly close
tﬁgéth_ci"*uTIQBS"(47Tib'r"cﬁt“ﬁﬁ‘d'51“p?f'é?ﬁt,“r‘e"sjféti%lf)Tti’\?()
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THE EVIDENCE ON BUSING 103
school years later the bused students were 15 percentage points more
in favor of attending non-twhire schools than the controls (81 per cent
comparcd to 66 per cent), although the differential change is not
statistically significant. The changes for the controls (both the pancl
end the full cross-sections) indicate that the black community as a
whole may be changing its attitudes toward school integration, but
the bused students appear to be changing at a morc ‘rapid rate.
Ironically, just as white.America has finally accepted the idea of
school intcgration (Greéley and Sheatsley, 1971), blacks who begin
experiencing it may want to reject it. _

That these changes reflect ideological shifts is supported by Figures

8 and 9. The bused studénts are much more likely to support the idea
of black power than the coatrol students, going from a difference of
11 points in 1969 to 36 points in1970. We were also able to construct:

~ a Scparatist Idcology Index from responses to a serics of statcments
about black/white rclations (e.g., 1. *Most black pcople should live
and work in black arcas, ind most whites should live and work in
white arcas.” 2, “Black and white persons should not intcrmarry.”)

~ The scores range from O (anti-separatist) to 4 ( pro-scparatist). From
1968 to 1970 the control grroup barely changes, increasing from 1.4
to 1.5. The buscd group, however, changed from 1.4 to 1.8—a sta-
tistically significant change of about one half a standard deviation.
This is the clearest indication in our data that integration heightens
black racial consciousness and solidarity.

The changes do not appear to be in ideology alone. From 1969 to
1970 the buscd students reported less friendliness from whites, more
frec time spent with menibers of their own race, more incidents of
prejudice, and less frequent dating with white students (Fig. 10).
In other words, the longer the contact with whites, the fewer the
kinds of intcrracial experiences that might lead to a general improve-
ment in racial tolcrance. '

To what extent might thesc changes be a result of negative cx-
periences with white students in the schools? We do not doubt that
there has been considerable hostility shown by certain groups of
white students. Noncthcless, although the evidence is not complete,
what we have indicates that the white students themselves were
negatively affected by the contact. Support for the busing program
was generally high among white sophomores in the eight High schools

studied, especially among middle-class students in the collcge prepa-
ratory tracks (Useem, 1972). For example, 46 per cent of all students
were “very favorable” to METCO (only 11 per cent were “not favor-
able”); 73 per cent felt METEO should be continued; and 52 per
cent agrced that there should be more METCO students (20 per cent
disagreed and 27 per cent were not sure). But thosc students who
had direct classroom contact with bused black students showed less

“support for the busing program than those without dircct contact.

In fact, the kind of students who were generally the most supportive
—the middle-class, high-achieving students—showed the largest de-
cline in support as a result of-tontact with bused black students.
This_finding is based on cross-séctional data and docs not indicate
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a change over time, but it is suggestive of the possibility that a' gen-

- eral polarization has occurred for both racial groups.

The data from the Ann Arbor and Riverside studies give some
support to these findings, although again there were no directly
comparable measures. Moreover, it is unlikely that the concept of
ideology is relevant to clementary students. The Ann Arbor study
included a sociometric test, whereby children could indicate how
much they liked each classmate. Black students at all grade levels

suffered a loss of peer status when they switched from a segregated -

to an integrated school, although the results were statistically sig-
nificant only for second and third grade girls and fourth and ffth

grade boys. That is, these black children wore liked less by their new

white peers than by their previously all-black peers. Also, the level
of acceptance was considerably lower. for bluck students than for
white students. On the other hand, the black students tended to be
more positive about their white peers after integration than they

were about their black peers before inte ration, although the changes -

are not statistically significant.

The Riverside data more clearlv support the conclusion that in-
tegration heightens racial identity and solidarity. Data from a test in
which children rate pictures of faces portraying -various ethnic and
racial groups showed that fewer cross-racial choices were made
after integration than before integration. For cxample, one rating
task required that the children choose the face that they would “most
fike$for a friend.” Both black and white children tended to choose
their 6Wn race to a greater extent after one vear of integration than
before integration (Gerard and Miller, 1971). The Riverside study
also concluded that these effects were stronger with increasing age;
that is, the cross-racial choices declined more in the later grades than
in the earlier grades. ‘ '

To avoid any misinterpretation of these findings, we shodfld cautjon
that the measures discussed here do not necessarily indicate increased
overt racial hostility or conflict. This may oceur to some extent in
many busing programs, but our impression- based on the METCO
program js that overt racial incidents initiated by black or white stu-
dents are infrequent. The polarization that we are describing, and
that our instruments assess, is characterized by ideological solidarity
and behavioral withdrawal. Our inferences pertain to a lack of racial
togetherness rather than to explicit racial confrontations or violence.
While it is conceivable that a connection may exist between these
ideological shifts and open racial conflicts; such a connection is not
established by the studies reviewed.

There are two other qualifications we must place on the interpre-
tation of these data. First, as of 1970 the majority of the bused METCO
students still supported gencral integration‘ideology. Only 40 per cent
of the METCO students would ideally prefer schools‘with a major-
ity of black students (compared to 28 per cent of the controls); 60
per cent of METCO students believe that “once ydu really get to
know a white person, they can be as good a friend as anyone else”
(compared to 78 per cent of the controls); and 58 per cent of

(PORD TR P




4T e AT Ay ST T AT

T e R DT X A S R O L I PR LTS BRIy

TUE EVIDENCE ON BUSING - ) 105
METCO students du not agree that “most_black people should live
and work in black arcas, and most whites should live and work in
white areas” (compared to 71 per cent of the control students).
The main point we are making is that the integration poliey mnode!l
predizts that integration should cause these sentiments to increase,
while the evidence shoivs they actually decrease, leaving the bused
students more opposed to integration than the non-bused students.
Only further research can determine whether this trend will contintie -

until the majority of bused students shifts to a general anti-integra-
tion ideology.

Second, group averages tend to obscure important differences be-

tween individual students. While we do not deny the existenee of
racial tension and conflict for some students, other students and fami-
lies (both black and white) havé had very mecaningful rclationships
with one another, relationships inade possible only through the bus-
ing program. It is very difficult, indeed, to weigh objectively the
balance of benefit and harm for the group as a whole. The main point
to be made is that a change'in a group average docs not necessarily
reflect a change in every individual group member.

Long-term Educational Effects

In view of the fact that most of the short-term measures do not .
conclusively demonstrate positive effects of busing in the area of
achievement, aspirations, self-coneept, and race relations, it beeomes
even more important to consider possible longer-term changes that
may relate to eventual socio-cconomic parity between blacks and
whites. Since no busing program has been in operation for more than
seven years or so, this area, obviously, has not been studied exten-
sively. There are, however, some preliminary findings on long-term
educational cffects. Spccifically, two studies have investigated the
effects of integration on college attendance, and some tentative con-
clusions have emerged.

Seniors from the 1970 graduating class in the METCO program,

. as well as the scniors in the 1970 control group, formed samples for

a follow-up telephone interview in the spring of 1972, Approximately
two thirds of both groups were contacted, resulting in college data

for 32 bused students and 16 control group students. The results of

the follow-up are striking and they are summarized in Figure 11.
The bused students were very much more likely to start college than
the contro! group (84 per cent compared to 56 per cent), but by the
cnd of the second year the bused students resembled the control group
(59 per cent compared to 56 per cent). In other words, the METCO
program seems to have had a dramatic effect upon the impctus for
college, and many more of the bused students actually started some
form of higher education. But the bused drop-out rate was also sub-
stantially higher, so that towards the end of the sophomore year the
bused students were not much more likely ¢o be enrolled full-time
in college than the control group. '

In spite of this higher drop-out rate, the bused students were still
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enrolled in what are generally considered higher-quality institutions. i B
That, is, 56 per cent of the bused students. were in regular four-year
colleges, compared to 38 per cent for the control group. An cven
greater difference was found for those enrolled in full universitics
(which include a graduate school). The figures are 47 per cent and
12 per cent for bused and control students, respectively.

Similar findings emerged from a special college follow-up study
of the ABC program (Perry, 1972). A group of ABC students were
matched with a control group of high-ability black students not in
the ABC program. Since ABC is a highly sélective program, the
matching was carried out so that the ABC and control groups had
very similar family backgrounds, socio-economic status, and achicve-
ment levels, Approximately 40 matched pairs were followed until

¢ their first year of college (academic vear 1971-72). All of the ABC
students entered college, whereas only half of the control group did
so. While it is too carly to assess differential drop-out rates, it is very
clear from the data that even if half of the ABC students drop out
of college, the quality of colleges atiended by the ABC students js
considerably higher than those atiended by the control group. Of the

matched pairs attending college, two thirds of the ABC students
attended higher-quality institutions, ®

vt

IR ey o e e

i Neither of these studics is large enough, of course, to draw any
i : definite conclusions. But there does scera to be some strong evidence
! 5 * that middle-class suburban or prep schools have an important “chan-
f R neling” effect not found in black schools. The cffect is probably due
b to better counscling and better contacts with college recruiting of-
3 ficers. Whatever the reason, black students attending such schools
¥ 5:1 may have doors opened for them that are closed to students attend-
& : ing predominantly black schools, Given the lack of positive cffects in
& i other arcas, these findings may have great significance for future bus-
% ; i ing programs, and further rescarch is urgently necded.
E . .
g E Program Support ) ~
; ' Although it is not explicitly part of the invegration policy model -
£ : We are testing, it scems appropriate to consider the extent of the R
o i ! support for the busing program among the students and communi- ; , N
B ' tics involved. As might be expected from the changes already de-
7. scribed, there was a general decline inthe enthusiasm for the \IETCO , ”
z; program over time, with the bused students shoy 'ing greater changes ;
& than the controls: 80 per cent of the bused group said they were “very :
Y favorable” to the program in' 1968, compared to 50 per cent by 1970, |
v Yet we cannot infer from this alone that there is a decline !

in support |
for the program. The drop-out rate in the METCO program js al-’

most non-existent in spite of some of the changes we have reported.
The families involved in the program appear to fecl that their chjl-

- dren will get a better education in the suburbs in spite of the incon-
venience and the problems. Cur data indicated that the most im-
portant reason cited by the bused students for being in the busing
program was to reccive “a better education,” Morcover, this did not
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change as inuch as many of our sther indicators from 1969 to 1970;
88 per cent said this was a “very important” reason in J9G69, and 81
per cent indicated the samie in 1970, Very few reported that “getting

. out of the city” or “more contact \ith whites” were important rea-
sons for being in the program. :

In other words, the justification of the program in the black com-
munity has little to do with the contact-prejudice components of the
policy model; instead, busing is scen in the context of cnlarging
educational opportunitics for the black students,

We do not have much systematic data from the white reeceiving
schools other than those cited earlier (i.c., a sample of white soph-
omore students was generally supportive of the program in 1969).
It is our impressior., however, that most of the 28 communities that
receive METCO students are enthusiastic about the program, and
only a few conununities have tumed down the opportunity to par-
ticipatc. The other programis .reviewed reccive moderate to strong
support from the community and- participants. In Project Concern

* the drop-out rate was only 10 per cent, half of which was due to the
program directors’ initiative in withdrawing students. After two vears
of urban-to-suburban busing, nine additional suburban towns chose
to participate and over 1.000 additional elementary school children
were bused to suburban schools. In White Plains both black and white
parents expressed more positive than negative attitudes about inte-
gration, although black parents were more favorable to the program
than white parents after two years of desegregation. In Ann Arbor

the black parents felt more positive toward the program afterone vear .

of desegregated schooling, but the children were slightly less positive
than they were prior to the integration expericnce. In both groups,
however, support was high; only 20 per cent of each group expressed
negative attitudes toward the program, :

We must conclude that the busing programs we have reviewed
scem to have considerable support from both the black and white
communities. In most cases, black parents were highly supportive of
the various busing programs. Like the students in our own study,
black parents stressed quality: education as the most important bene-

. fit of such programs, whereas white parents in receiving schools

tended to stress the experience of coming into contact with other -
races. We must point out, however, that none of the programs re-
viewed involved mandatory busing of white students into black con-
munitics; cities facing this situation might present a very different
picture of white support. Morcover. it is unlikely that many in the
black community have seen the data on achievement reported here;
much black support may be based upon premises regarding academic
gain which our findings call into question. Whether or not black sup-

‘port will be affected by such findings remains to be seen,

Social Class and Other Background Factors

Most of the data we have presented so far summarize the effects
of busing on all students considered as a single group. A question
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might be raised about whether these cffcets (or lack of same) are
consistent for all students regardless of their background. In particu-
lar, it might be hypothesized that socialsglass differences between

black and white stuclents can explainthe changes (or lack of changcs

we have reported. We shall briefly indicate the major trends for stu-

dents of differing social class aud other characteristics, such as sc
and age level. . *

It is difficult to scparate race and social class, since black familie

)
X

S

as a group tend to be lower than wlite familics on most socio-cco- -
nomic measures. To the extent that the distinction can be madc, how-
cver, no uniqucly social class_factors have been rclﬁrtcd that would

contradict the finclings presented so far. The Riversi
a group of white students whose social class scores were less than o

cqual to the. minority students; aclievement test scores of the black

¢ study sclected

r

studeats were  still significantly lower than the low-SES white

students (although the original difference was diminished somewhat

Gerard and Miller,$1971). For the METCO data, special analyses

were made of the race relations changes anong bused students who
were children of bluc-collar as compared to white-collar workers; no
significant differences emerged. What small changes there were
usually revealed that the black students from white-collar families
changed more (in a negative direction) than those from blue-collar

families.

There is also the Possibility that, contrary to the assumptions be-
hind many school integration programs, some of the prcdominantly
white schools to which black students are sent are in fact worse than
the inner-city black schools, In the METCO study there were no
data to examine this issuc in detail, but it is our impression that per-
haps only one or two suburbs would approsimate the inner-city
socio-cconomic level. In any event, while there were some differences
from onc town to another in the abso .te levels of the various mea-
sures, there were no important variations in the changes over time
that appeared to be related to any socio-economic differences in the

communities.

With the exception of achievement test scores, there was some
sex and age differential on various nicasures both before and after
integration; but there were no important differences in the relative
changes in thesc groups duc to integration. That is, in METCO we
found that girls generally had a more difficult time adjusting to the
program (reflected in lower Program support, stronger separatist
ideology, and lIcss contact with white students). There scemed to be
some important differences in cross-sex, cross-race relationships,
which were better between black boys and white girls than between
white boys and black girls. This situation seems to have left some
black girls with resentful feclings over white girls “stcaling their
men.” But the amount of interracial contact was small for both
groups, and, more important, the changes in our racc relations mea-
sures for bused students were about the same for both boys and girls,
A similar finding emerged for age levels, Younger students were
somewhat more supportive of the program and were more positive
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on the various race rclations mcasurces than older students, but the
degrec and dircction of change were similar for all ages. This was
true.for the METCO sccondary school data as well as the Riverside
elementary school data..

In sum, while there were some over-all differences according te
the sex and age levels of students in busing programs, the cficcts of
busing on changes (if any) in achievement and attitudes tended to
be uniform for all groups. -

‘ It seems clear from the studies.of-integration.programs we have re-

: - viewed that four of the five major premiscs of the intcgration
. policy modcl are not supported by the data, at lcast over the one-
: to five-ycar periods covered by various reports. While this does not

deny the possibility of longer-tenn effects or cffects on student char-

: acteristics other than those measured, it does mean that the model is

open to serious question.

H The integration policy model predicted that achievement should
improve as black students are moved from segregated schools to
integrated schools. This prediction was based in'part upon the classi-
cal works of Kenneth Clark and others which argue that, because of
segregation, black students have lower regard for themselves. It was
also bascd in part upon reanalyscs of the Coleman data which

“showed that black students achieve less than white students, but
that black students in intcgrated schools achieve more than black
students in segregatcd schools. But four of the five studies we re-
viewed (as well as the Berkcley and Evanston data discusscd in
footnote 4) showed no significant gains in achicvement scores; the
other study had mixcd results. Our own analyses of the Coleman data
were consistent with these findings (see Armor, 1972).

Although there were nogains in general standardized achievement
scores that we might attribute to integration, neither were there any =
losses for black or white students. Unfortunately, we cannot say the : Y G o ’
same about academic grades of black students. The grades of the 3 '
METCO secondary students in suburban schools dropped consider-
ably. We did not measurc the bused students’ grades before they
entered the program, but the fact that theirtest scores are somewhat
higher than the control group’s offers substantial evidence that this
difference does represent a change. Along with this change we ob-
served a difference in academic self-concept that seems to indicate
that the bused students are aware that they are expericncing more
difficult competition in the suburbs. While we might cxpect this
result if we believe the Coleman finding of black/white achievement
differences, it does not mean there is no problem. It is possible that
there are psychological consequences. of this incrcased competition
that may be harmful to black children. Being moved from an en-
vironment where they are above average to one in which they are
average or below may be frustrating and discouraging. It might be
one of the reasons why the bused black students have become less
supportive of the program and more supportive of black separatism.* ..

We tested this latter possibility by examining the relationship
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betwcen support for the Black Panthers and academic grades in our
1970 sample from METCO (scc F ig. 12). Consistent with our find-
ings, the bused students are more favorable to the Panthers than
the control group. But among the bused students we find that the
'METCO group which has college aspirations but which has a C
average or below stands out clearly as more pro-Panther than the
other groups. In other words, the increasced militancy and anti-in-
tegration scntiments among the bused students may arisc partly
from the fact that their aspirations remain at a very high level cven
though their performance declines to the point wlhere they may
question their ability to compete with whites at the college level. The
fact that this group is proportionally a large one (about 25 per cent
of the total bused group compared to 13 per cent for the analogous
control group) may be an indication of a potentially serious problem.
The integration policy model predicted that intcgration should
raise black aspirations. Again, our studics reveal no evidenee for such’
an effect. Unlike poor achievement, however, low aspirations do not
appear to be much of a problem. The black students in our busing
program scem to have aspirations as high as or higher than white
students. If anything, given their academic records in high school,
these aspirations may be unrealistic for some students. The emphasis
on equality of cducational opportunity may be pushing into college
many black studcnts whosc interests and abilities do not warrant it.
The fact that only half of the 1970 METCO scniors are still enrolled
in four-year colleges (after over 80 per cent had started) may at-
test to this possibility. A
The integration policy modcl predicted that race relations should
improve as the result of interracial contact provided by integration
programs. In this regard the effect of intcgration programs sccms
the oppositc of that predicted. It appcears that integration increascs
racial identity and solidarity over the short run and, at least in the
case of black students, leads to increasing desires for separatism,
These effects are obscrved for a varicty of indicators: attitudes about
integration and black power; attitudes towards whites; and contact

with whitcs. The trends are clearest for older students (particularly

the METCO high school students ), but similar indications are present
in the elementary school studics as well. This pattern holds true for
whites also, insofar as their support for the intcgration program de-
creases and their own-race preferences increase ~ ; contact increases.

It is this sct of findings that surpriscd us most. Although many re-
cent studics have questioned the mcaning of black/white diffcr-
ences in achicvement and aspirations, to our knowledge there have
been no rescarch findings which challenged the contact theory. The.
idca that familiarity lessens contempt has been a major feature of
liberal thought in the western world, and its applicability to racial
prejudice has been supported for at least two decades of social sci-
ence research. It may be true that, under certain conditions, greatcr
contact will lead to a reduction of prejudicial feclings among racial
or ethnic groups. But the induced integration of black and white
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1

students as it is being carried out in schools today does not fulfill
the conditions. .

In all faimcess to the Allport contact theory, it must be said that he
placed many qualifications upon it. One major qualification was that
the contact must be made under equal-status conditions. Many be-
havioral scientists might assume that an jntegration program pre-
sumes cquality of status, at least in the formal sense that all races
are treated cqually and have equal access to educational resources.
But there- is another way to look at status._Integrating black and
white students does very little, in the short term, to climinate the
socio-economic and academic status differentials between black and
white students that exist before integration. Therefore, we have to
question whether integration programs for black and white children

fulfill the cqualstatus conditions as long as socio-economic and -

academic inequalities are not climinated. Allport warned that con-
tact under the wrong conditions can reinforce stercotyped beliefs
rather than reduce them; this may be oceurring in our current inte-
gration programs. In other words, the social class differences between
blacks tand whites—the differences that integration programs arc
supposcd to climinate eventually—inay heighten the sense of black
identity and solidarity, leading to,an increasing opposition to inte-
gration. . .

. What Allport did not say, but what his emphasis on equal-status

- conditions may imply, is that contact between two groups with strong
initial prejudices may increase prejudice to the extent that stereo- -

types are reflected by actual group differences. For black students,
initial stereotypes about white students as snobbish, intellectual, and

““straight” may be partially confirmed by actual experience; the same

may bp:true for white stercotypes of black students as non-intellee-
tual, hostile, and having different values. We might make the'same
observations about some of the other ethnic and religious conflicts
we sce in the world today, particularly the Protestant-Catholie con-
flict in Northern Ireland and the Isracli-Arab battles in the Middle
East. It is certainly true in these cases that the amount of contact
has not lessencd the hostilities; it seems to have heightened them to
dangerous levels in the first place. °

why has the integration policy model failed to be supported by
the evidence on four out of five counts? How can a set of al-
most axiomatic relationships, supported by vears of social science
research, be so far off the mark? Part of the reason may be that the
policy model has failed to taken into account some of the conditions
that must be placed upon contact theory; but we believe that there
may be other reasons as well having to do with (1) inadequate re-
search designs, (2) induced versus “natural” factors, and (3) chang-

_ing conditions in the black cultural climate.

Most of the methodological procedures which have been used to
develop various components of the integration poliey model are not
adequate. The single most important limitation is that they have
been cross-sectional designs. That is, ‘the studies have measured
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‘aspects of achievement or race relations at a single point in time,
with causal inferences being drawn from comparisons of integrated
grolips with scgregated groups. Such inferences are risky at best,
since the cross-secticnal design .cannot control for self-selection
factors. For cxample, the Coleman study showed that integrated
black students had slightly higher achievement than segregated
students, but it is more than likely that families of higher-achieving
students move to integrated ncighborhoods in the first place (for
reascns of social class or other issues involving opportunity). Thus
the causc-and-cffect relationship may be the opposite to that sug-
gested by the U.S. Civil Rights Comimission report. In the Deutsch
and Collins housing study, which found that integrated whites were
more tolerant of blacks than scgregated whites, it is possible that sclf-
sclection factors werc operating which led the more tolerant white
persons to choose the integrated housing project in the first place.
It is fair to say that none of the studies before the ones we have
reviewed had an opportunity to study the effects of large-scale,
induced integration over a reasonable period of time. Yet this is thet
only way the effects of integration can be sorted out from differences
which may originally exist between any two groups of persons.

The second reason for our findings in the race relations realm may
have to do with the relatively contrived nature of current school in-
tegration programs. In all of the programs revicwed, the integration
has been induced by the actions of state or local agencies; it has not
occurred in » more natural way through individual voluntary actions.
The use of busing, the relatively instantancous transition from an
all-black to an all-white cnvironment, the fact of being part of a read-”

.ily identifiable group in a new and strange setting, may all combine
to enhance racial sclidarity ,and increase scparatist tendencies for
black students. (We might find a very different pitture for black
families that move into predominantly white neighborhoods and al-
low their children some time to adjust to the new environment. ) On
the other hand, this sct of mechanisms would not explain why white
student attitudes in the receiving schools also tended to become less

favorable to black students, as shown in the Ann Arbor, Riverside, -

and METCO studies. Moreover, these mechanisms—if they are, in
fact, operating—do not invalidate our evaluation of those current
policies that focus precisely on induced school integration,

he final major redson why the integration policy modcl may fail
is that the racial climate has changed drastically in the years since
the Allport work and the Supreme Court decision. The most note-

. worthy change, of course, has been in the attitudes of black people.

Although the majority of blacks may still endorse the concept of
integration, many younger black leaders deemphasize integration as
a major goal. Black identity, black control, and black equality are
secn as the réal issues, and integration is regarded as important only

insofar as it advances these primary goals. Some black leaders, albeit -

the more militant ones, feel that integration might actually defeat
attainment of these goals by dispersing the more talented blacks
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throughout the white community and thercby diluting %r power
potential. Integration is also seen as having white paternalistic over-
tones and as the mcuns whereby the white man allays his guilty
conscience while ignoring reform on the really important issues.
Given these sentiments, school integration programs are scen by
blacks not as a fulfillment of the goal of joining white socicty, but
only as a means of obtaining better educational opportunities, which
would ultimatcly lcad to a more competitive position in the occ%pa-
tional and cconomic market. ¢ : \\s :

Integrated schools per se are-not-the real issuc; if schools in the
hlack community provided education of the sam;ﬂuali‘ty\as those in
white communities, blacks would not be so interestcd in busing pro-
grams. In fact, when we asked students in the METCO program this
question, almost 75 per cent said they would prefer to attend their
own community school if it were as good as the suburban schools. Of

course, it is by no mcans clear that the suburban schools actually -

offcr better education. Any improvement in facilitics or tcacher
quality (the »ltimate importance of which is called into question by
the Colema:: report) may be counteracted, as our data show, by
stiffer competition and a more hostile and unfriendly student atmos-
phere. Black leaders who view school integration only us 4 means to
better opportunity must take these other factors into account.

In the context of these new black attitudes, the Allport model may
not be applicable, and contact with white students provided by in-
duced school integration may 2nhancc ideological tendencies towards
separatism. The reality of contact seems to sensitize black students
to the heightened racial identity and separatism that has been grow-
ing in the black community since the late 1960's. The cxplanation
may be, in part, that the large socio-economic differences between
black and white students are fully recognized only when contact
enables them to witness these differences. The diffculty of bridging
this gap, coupled with the knowledge that they are viewed by whites
as having lower status, leads black students to reject white standards
and relationships. They tum inward, as it were, stressing the unique-
ricss and value of their own race, shutting off contact with whites,
and embracing a point «:f view which endorses separatism s a means
toward prescrving and clevating their own position. Those black

students not in contact with whites may e;*:ibit some of these ten-

dencies due to the over-all contact with white society, but the lack
of direct contact postpones the problem or avoids it altogether. This
type of “contact-conflict” raodel may bc used to explain the con-
flicts which occur between two different cultural groups which come
into dircct contact (e.g., Cathialics and Protestants in Northern Ire-
land; Israclis and Arabs in the Middle East). Whether or not it is
applicable on a larger scale, it would fit the data better and wauld
provide a morc realistic model for the school integration case.

It would be a mistake, of course, to view the incrcased racial
solidarity of black students as a completely negative finding. The
differences between black #nd white cultures make a certain amount
of culture conflict inevitable and even neccssary if an integrated
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socicty is to be realized. In fact, it wouid be reasonable not to expent
conflict—which always accompanies the contact of two cultures—
only if we did not believe that g distinet black culture exists in
America. Although this belief was held atone time by a large number
of social scientists, it is not so popular today. There is now growing
recognition that a black culture does exist, at least in the eyes of
many blacks, and that this culture stresses values, goals, and be-

that differ considcrably from those of the predomi-

_nant white culture (Joncs, 1972; Metzger, 1971).
/" ‘Up to this point, we have said little about the one positive finding
. of our research, the “channeling” cffect whereby black students'who
i attend white middle-class schools tend to get into higher quality

ough they may not finish college at a higher rate

“than segregated biack students). This finding should be hcartening.-
to those who have believed that integration does provide educational

found in inner-city black schools, although/the

finding must be considered a tentative one since it has been shown in
only two fairly small studics. Also, the positive cffeets are limited to'
the college-bound, so that there still mav he a question about the
benefits of integration for the non-college-bound black students. And
it may be that the “channcling” effect works only when the number
is relatiygly small. Nonetheless, this kind of longer-term cffect—and

yet undiscovered—may turi out to provide a basis

for certain types of integration plans.

Policy Implications

has built up over the last few years for the school integration move-

is likely that in some quarters the data we have

presented will be attacked on
then summarily ignored. In ot
rejoicing over the discovery of

will prevail.

duced integration ) programs.

moral or methodological grounds and
her quarters the data may be met with
a club which can be used to beat bacl:

e pro-integration forces. But we hope these extreme reactions will
be avoided and that a more balanced interpretation of our findings

¢ most serious question is raised for mandatory busing (or in-

If the justification for mandatory bus-

ing is based upon an integration policy model like the one we have
tested here, then that justification has to be called into question. The
data do not support the model on most counts, There may be justi-
fications for school integration other than those in the integration
policy model, but then the burden must fall upon those who sup

~ a given’school integration program to demonstrate that it hasm

intended effects (with no unintended, ne

gative side-cffects). It also

the black community.

must be demonstrated that any such program is at least supported by

We want to stress this Jast point. Decisions must be based upon
feelings of the black community as well as .the white community.
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Many liberal educators have been so intent on selling integration to
reluctant white communities that they risk the danggr of ignoring the
opinion of the black community. While many blfck leaders favor

much prefer an upgrading of schools in their own community. The
recent (March 1972) National Black Political Convention in Cary,
Indiana, condemned mandatory busing,and school integration, argu-

These views may not represent the entire black community, but they

opinion.’® Whether or not a white community wants integration (and
there are obviously many that de not), we must take into account
the feelings of the group on whose behalf integration is advocated.

Although the data may fail to support mandatory busing as it is
currently justified, these findings should not be used to halt voluntary
busing programs. For one thing, we have stressed that the studies of
integration so far have been over fairly short ‘periods (one to five
years), and there are possibilities of longer-term effects which are
not visible until adulthood (not to speak of effects on characteristics
not measured by the present research). More important, however,
we have tentatively demonstrated one very significant longer-term
benefit of integration for college-bound blacks. The “channeling”
effect, if substantiated by further research, could form a substantial
basis for voluntary programs whose focus is upon the college-bound:

cational opportunity may well outweigh this consequence in the
R eyes of the black community, as indeed it does now for programs like
ok METCO. In fact, some persons will view these ideological changes,

K3 as well as any conflict that may accompany them, as an incvitable
consequence of contact between two different cultures. If blacks and

leamning and aceepting their differcnces; and this cannot happen
_ without contact;-If contact engenders a certain amount of racial
‘| - friction, many persons will fecl the gains from school integration—
both long-term z'}tnd symbolic—more than make up for it.

. B :

4 "o these questions of the'symbolic and long-run benefits of induced
;7 A school integiation, the éxisting studies. provide no answer. What
Bt thieydoShowsis that, over thé period of.two or three years, busing

- " does notlead tosignificant measurable gains Tn.student achievement
or interracial harmony-(although it does:lead’to the_channeling of

e

% 7 On the other hand, the-existing studies do not. rule out the possibil-

P wprove to have substantial positive consequences.- S
> The available evidence on busing, then, seems to lead t tworclear
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school integration, there are also many black persons who would

ing that such plans are racist and preserve a black minority structure.

are indicative of the complexity and heterogeneity of black political

-black student. Even for this subgroup, of course, we: have docu- .
B "~ mented the trend towards separatist ideology. But the gain in cdu-

P

whites are ever ,tq"live in an integrated culture, tb«e"y must begin

S
AL

-+ * black students to better colleges). The'available evidence thus indi- |
. =2, ..» - cates that busing is'not ‘an effective policy instrument for raising the
’ “*-achievement of black students or for increasing interracial harmony.

. ity that in the longer run, or in other respects, busing may indeed

< ..+ -policy conclusions. One is that massive mindatory busiffg*for. pur--
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1 poses of improving student achicvement and interracial harmony is
,_} ~ not effective and should not be adopted at this time; The other is

that voluntary integration programs such as METCO, ABC, or Proj-
ect Concern should be continued and positively encouraged by sub-
stantial federal and state grants. Such voluntary programs should be
encouraged so that those parents and communities who believe in
the symbolic and potential (but so far unconfirmed) long-run
benefits of induced integration will have ample opportunity to send
their children to integrated schools. Equally important, these vol-
untary programs will permit social scientists and others to improve
and broaden our understanding of the longer-run and other con-
sequences of induced school integration. With a more complete
‘ knowledge than we now possess of this complicated matter, we shall
" hopefully be in a better position to design cffective public educa-
tion policies that are known in advance to work to the benefit of all -
Americans, both black and white. e § .
Even in voluntary school integration programs, however, our data
indicate that certain steps should be taken which might help alleviate
the problems of achievement and race relations. Wholesale integra-
tion without regard to achievement levels of white and black stu-
dents can lead to potentially frustrating experience§. Some selectivity
might be desirable so that both groups reflect a sithilar achievement
capacity. Although™ certain amount of racial pr lems-may be in-

ty thatpther:types of integra-
17 We hage §aia>s'?nce the outset
“apply tg neighborhood integration
ice of black families. It is possible
Stecessfal over the long run, at

Tt {
"l\\.:.l.

- =+ ‘tion programs may.be more s
1736 %, that our ddta d6 not'nebessa

that such ‘programs_would bé‘;ﬂ;ﬁ
e iy least in terms of race relations. *Bhing a mémber of the community
J + 2 imight tend to ‘ameliorate. fBlflck'-; eclings of separateness that are
i fostered-in the relativelycontrived\pusing situation. Whether or not
| nge standardized achievement -

this kind. of sprogram could also ch® z
. levels remains to be seen. Since the differences between black and
white achievement are so large and consistent across so many differ-
ent settings and studies, we must entertain the possibility that no
plan of school integration” will lessen: this gap. Research will have to
be continued in this arca before the full causal mechanisms are un-
. derstood and a firm basis is established on which social action can
..+ accordingly be planned. S
i Although we have been critical of some aspects of the connection
between social science and public policy in the integration move-
ment, we do not want to imply that their connection should be.less-
ened. On the contrary, the real goals of ‘social science and public
. " policy are not in opposition; the danger is rather that the connection
: may not be close-enough to enable us to make sound decisions. Soci-
~ety’can only benefit by those ties which: combine the advantage of
scientific knowledge with a clear awareness of its limitations. - -

. evitable, full cducation of both ggoups about fhe possibiliticssand.
L causes of differences might.ameliotatathg kififl.of polatization ‘thiat
ould endangertinBratin ol S i opolapzation that
S would endanger tiie-program? m ¢
prati ot ~2-40ne must alsq.consider thie!
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Ficure 1. Reading Achievement—EIementary."
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controls-for cither. age group.

9Full crossssections for grades:

3-4: bused 3.4 (N=131); control 3.7 (N—38)
5-8: bused 5.5 (N=90); control' 5.4 (N==55)

*Full cross-scetlons for grades:
3-4: buseld 3.7 (N=111);
. 5-6: bused 8.0 (N=74);

Ewcure 2. Réading Achievement—Junior and Seniof Hi
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¢*N=14 for ‘Third-Fourth graders and 27 for Fifth

—not significant (sd= .96)

—not significant (sd=:1.5).
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"Fioure 3. Grade Point Average—Junior and Senior High.
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sN=1635; statistically significanv change (.01 icvel).

®N=23; no significant chanye.

¢Self-reported; a grade of A is 4.0, B is 3.0, cti. -

SFull cross-section: bused 2.33 (V--210), control 2. 73 { N=59)—significance at .001 level.

*Full cross-section: bused 2.20 (N=467); control 2.59 (N=228)—significancc at .001 lcvel, l
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Ficure 4. Per Cent Wanting a Bachelor's Degree.
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: Ficure.5. Per Cent Expecting a Professional or Technical Occupa-
tion.
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Ficure 6. Per Cent Feeling More Intelligent than Classmates. ; =
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R Ficure 7. Per Cent Wanting to be in a School with no More than ’
S : +50 Per Cent White Students.
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FIcure 9. Sepa}atist Ideology Index,
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Ficure 10, Bused Students Relations with‘White Students.
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de}ivenities with a graduate program. ’ . . ‘ E |
Fxcum; 12. Percentage of Bused and Control Students Who Sym-

pathtze with the Black Panthers, by College Plans and
‘Academic Performance.
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FOOTNOTES

!In spite of these precautions, we must still warn that it is difficult to make com-
parisons and generalizations when data are derived from different studies. Also,
all of the studies we review were done in Northern cities, so that our findings may
not be generalizable to the South. Nonetheless, the studies do reveal sufficiently
clear and consistent findings in certain areas to enable at least a preliminary as-
sessment of the effects of induced integration in de facto segregated cities of the
North. «
2The data summarized in the reports cited were subjected to extensive reanalysis
for the present study. '
3The mumber of junior and senior high students partieipating in the METCO
study are as follows: wave one, 357 hused (80 per cent of the total population )’
and 112 controls (54 per cent of the eligible population ); wave two, 229 bused
(51 per cent) and 67 controls (32 per cent); wave three, 492 bused (87 per cent)
and 232 controls (65 per cent). Becausc of clerical errors in relating achievem-~at
tests to questionnaires, the questionnaire data for waves one and two are based on
about 10 per cent fewer respondents in each group. Given the low turnout rates
for wave two and other factors (drop-outs; graduates, transfers from contro] to.
bused status), our panel of secondary school.students with achievement data for
both testing periodls consists of 195 bused students and 41 control students; for the
" questionnaire data the panel consists of 133 bused students with data fromn all
3 waves and 38 control students with data from wave one and wave three. (Only
18 students in the control group had questionnaire data from all thrce waves. Of
the'initial sample of control students, over a third had either graduated or trans-
ferred into the busing progiam by the third wave.) In addition, achievement
data for elementary grades is available for panels of 147 bused students (66 per
cent of the wave one sample) ancl 41 controls (44 per cent). Given the relatively
all proportion of hoth buscd and control students in the panels, there is the
E,ancc that the panels are not representative of the full population of bused
“students and their matched siblings, In the comparisons we make in the next
section, therefore, we shall also present data from the complete cross-sections for
all waves. The bused panel does not dilfer significantly from the full cross-section
of bused students, and the control panel differs in no way that would affect our
main conclusions. In other words, the cross-sectional data can be used as a check
on the panel data; the absence of ‘any divergence hetween the two sets of find-
ings indicates that the attrition of the panels does not invalidate the panc] findings.
(Analysis was carried out on the 240 bused students who were in hoth waves one
and three, representing 74 per cent of the wave one sample, and there were no
important differences between these results and the results from the smaller three-
. wave panel,) . .
‘Research reports for a number.of widely-discussed busing programs were not
included for various reasons. For example, the Berkeley, California, busing pro-
gram has not been systematically studied; a report is available, however, which

shows that black student achievement is as far behind (or further behind ) white

achievenient after two years of integration as hefore integration (Dambaei.er,
1871). A study of the Rochester busing program also lacked a proper pre-test
design (Rochester City School District, 1970), The study had pre-test and
post-test achievement scores from different tests, and control groups with gen-
erally lower pre-test scores; and it used analysis of covariance to make adjust-
ments for post-test scores, Such statistical adjustments do not necessarily elimi-
nate initial differences between the bused and control” groups. A third study—
of the Evanston integration program—was received too late for inclusion (Hsia,
1871). This report did show, however, that after two to three years of integra-
tion, integrated black students were still as far—or farther~behind white students
as before integration. This research also confirmed the reduction in black aca-
demic self-concept after integration and the tendency for black student grades
to decline. We know of no other studies of induced school integration in the
North which have the research design necessary for establishing cause and ef-
fect relationship—to wit;-a longitudinal design with a control group.

SAbout half of the elementary students and two thirds of the secondary students
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124 ‘ L THE PUBLIC INTEREST

3 were new to the program in 1968. However, there were no differences in gain
) scores for the newly-bused compared to the previously-bused students,

'_. ' R ¢Initial differences between the newly-bused and the previously-bused revealed
E i no particular pattern; for third and fourth graders the previously-bused were
1 i34 higher by .15 points, but for fifth and sisth graders'the newly-bused were higher
'“v by .5 points; in any event there were no statistically significant differences in
Y gain scores. ' .

25 "The newly-bused students were somewhat higher than the previously-bused
R initially for both junior ahd senior high students (.3 and 2.5, respectively), but

o . the differences were not significant. .

4 8The control school was a “naturally” integrated school with an increasing pro-
portion of black students; it was scheduled to be closed down the following year.
°The pattern of black achievement falling further behind white achievement at

S b later grade levels has been extensively documented (Coleman, 1966; Rosenfeld ;

* 5 ' and Hilton, 1971), B . W

o 1°Even these two significant resnlts might:not have occurred if the data had been 5

o , analyzed differently. The author controlled for pre-busing scores using analysis ' 3

* . of covariance rather .than analyzing gain scores (see footnote 4). Since the -, B
CL author did not present pre-test means, we.cannot know if the bused and con- . g\ :

) B trol groups differed initially. : : i - L

-y 11The grade-point system used here has an .- as 4 points, B as 3 points, and so on. : . :

- . 22The Ann Arbor study did include a mes sure of occupational aspiration, but i
i the variation was so great (not to speak of tl.e coding problems presented bysuch = q -
' * ehoices as “superman” and “fairy princess”) that interpretation was difficult. - S ; 3
. 13A recent Gallup Poll reported that 46per cent of a national non-white sample 3
. are oppored to busing for racial balance; 43 per cent were in favor, and 11 per
% . cent were undecided (August 1971). -
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